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Abstract
Objective: An Achievement Task Value Scale Spanish Language Ad-
justed Version, assessing task value items corresponding to impor-
tance, utility, interest and cost, was evaluated regarding its psycho-
metric properties, in a sample of Argentine students. Method: In order 
to assess internal structure, exploratory and confirmatory strategies 
have been used. Besides, scale convergence was assessed by relating 
them with a one-dimensional task value scale. Evidences of criterion 
validity were supported by relating scales with enjoyment, achieve-
ment goals, and attention. Finally, internal consistency was estimated 
using Cronbach’s Alpha and Omega coefficients. Conclusions: Results 
allow to state that this version of the instrument makes it possible to 
assess, in a reliable and valid way, three components of task value: 
utility, interest, and cost.
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Una versión en español de la Achievement Task Value 
Scale for University Students: fiabilidad y validez interna, 
convergente y de criterio en estudiantes argentinos
Abstract
Objetivo: se evaluó una versión ajustada al idioma español de la Achievement Task 
Value Scale, la cual evalúa los ítems valorativos de tareas que corresponden a 
importancia, utilidad, interés y costo, con respecto a sus propiedades psicomé-
tricas en una muestra de estudiantes argentinos. Método: para evaluar la estruc-
tura interna se utilizaron estrategias exploratorias y de confirmación. Además, 
la convergencia de la escala se evaluó relacionándola con una escala valorativa 
unidimensional de tareas. Las evidencias de la validez de criterio se sustentaron 
relacionando las escalas con disfrute, metas de progreso y atención. Finalmen-
te, la consistencia interna se estimó utilizando los coeficientes Alpha y Omega 
de Cronbach. Conclusiones: los resultados permiten afirmar que esta versión del 
instrumento hace posible evaluar de manera confiable y válida tres componentes 
valorativos de la tarea: utilidad, interés y costo.   
Palabras clave: metas de progreso, atención, disfrute, teoría de valor-expectativa, 
escala, valor de la tarea.
Uma versão em espanhol da Achievement Task Value 
Scale for University Students: confiabilidade e validade 
interna, convergente e de critério em estudantes 
argentinos
Resumo
Objetivo: foi avaliada uma versão adaptada a espanhol da Achievement Task Value 
Scale, a qual avalia os itens valorativos de tarefas que correspondem a impor-
tância, utilidade, interesse e custo, a respeito de suas propriedades psicométri-
cas numa amostra de estudantes argentinos. Método: para avaliar a estrutura in-
terna, foram utilizadas estratégias exploratórias e de confirmação. Além disso, 
a convergência da escala foi avaliada relacionando-a com uma escala valorativa 
unidimensional de tarefas. As evidências da validade de critério foram apoiadas 
relacionando as escalas com deleite, metas de progresso e atenção. Finalmente, 
a consistência interna foi estimada utilizando os coeficientes Alpha e Ômega de 
Cronbach. Conclusões: os resultados permitem afirmar que essa versão do ins-
trumento torna possível avaliar, de maneira confiável e válida, três componentes 
valorativos da tarefa: utilidade, interesse e custo.  
Palavras-chave: metas de progresso, atenção, deleite, teoria de valor-expectativa, 
escala, valor da tarefa.
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Introduction 
The degree to which a task is able to satisfy needs, 
facilitate attainment of goals, or reaffirm personal 
values determines the value a person assigns to a task 
in order to get involved in it (Eccles, 2005; Wigfield & 
Eccles, 1992). From the Expectancy-Value Theory, it 
is proposed that the environment’s efforts to influen-
ce task value will have an effect on students’ achieve-
ments (Atkinson, 1957; Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield, 
1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). In this sense, several 
interventions have shown its positive effects on the 
task value perceived by individuals (Harackiewicz, 
Rozek, Hulleman, & Hyde, 2012; Hulleman, Go-
des, Hendricks, & Harackiewicz, 2010; Hulleman & 
Harackiewicz, 2009; Hulleman, Kosovich, Barron, 
& Daniel, 2016; Lee Johnson & Sinatra, 2013; Pang, 
2014; Rozek, Hyde, Svoboda, Hulleman, & Harac-
kiewicz, 2014; Schukajlow et al., 2012). 
These interventions, designed to promote some 
of the components of task value, typically use ad hoc 
questionnaires in pre- and post-tests to assess changes 
after an intervention has been implemented (Harac-
kiewicz et al., 2012; Hulleman et al., 2010; Hulleman 
& Harackiewicz, 2009; Lee Johnson & Sinatra, 2013), 
without developing specific studies on scale building. 
This also occurs in empirical research analyzing re-
lationships between task value and other constructs 
such as motivation, emotions, instruction, coping 
and learning strategies, cognitive resources, engage-
ment, or academic performance (Acee & Weinstein, 
2010; Jones, Johnson, & Campbell, 2015; Sánchez-Ro-
sas, 2015a, 2015b; Sánchez-Rosas & Bedis, 2015; Sán-
chez-Rosas & Esquivel, 2016; Sánchez-Rosas & Pérez, 
2015; Sánchez-Rosas, Takaya, & Molinari, 2016b). 
Furthermore, studies do not usually include instru-
ments using all of the task value components (Durick, 
Hulleman, & Harackiewicz, 2014; McCoach & Siegle, 
2002; Rozek et al., 2014).
The Achievement Task Value Scale for Univer-
sity Students (Lou, Lin, & Lin, 2012) was designed to 
assess the four components of task value as proposed 
by Eccles et al. (1983). Based on the satisfactory psy-
chometric results obtained for the instrument, this 
questionnaire seems appropriate for studies that need 
to estimate the four components of task value.
This paper analyzes the psychometric properties 
of the Achievement Task Value Scale for Universi-
ty Students (Lou et al., 2012) in a sample of Argen-
tinian students. Specifically, evidence of internal, 
convergent, and criterion validity, and internal con-
sistency is provided. 
Task Value Components 
Atkinson (1957) defined task value in terms of in-
centive of anticipated success. Task value has been 
defined too as perceived importance, utility and in-
terest of learning materials and academic contents 
(Pintrich, Smith, García, & McKeachie, 1993). On the 
other hand, task value is considered by Wigfield and 
Eccles (2000) as the incentive for getting involved 
into academic activities.
Eccles et al. (1983) have proposed four compo-
nents comprised in subjective task value: importance, 
interest, utility and cost. 
The importance component is defined as the im-
portance of succeeding at a particular task. To Wig-
field and Eccles (2000), the importance of a task is 
how well it fits a person’s identity. When a task is set to 
a student’s identity, it will be very important to him. 
Conversely, when a task does not match the identity 
of an individual, it will be less relevant. For example, a 
student who has participated in mathematical olym-
piads may think that achievements in language-re-
lated tasks are not significant to be a good student. 
Consequently, language will be perceived by the stu-
dent as having a low level of importance.  
Interest relates to pleasure and enjoyment experi-
enced while participating in activities (Eccles & Wig-
field, 2002). Hidi and Baird (1986) and Schiefele (1999) 
found that some tasks have certain characteristics that 
arouse the interest of students. First, tasks that are rel-
evant to everyday life and provide pleasure and suc-
cessful experiences generate interest. Second, tasks 
that provide sense of autonomy and are compatible 
with other interests tend to get individuals interested. 
Finally, when students internalize the values of people 
they meet, they can spend more time studying.  
The utility component refers to the association of 
a task with short- or long-term objectives, and with 
positive consequences of the activity (Eccles & Wig-
field, 2002). For example, tasks that are strongly relat-
ed to an individual’s career have a higher utility value. 
Therefore, some students learn a subject due to its re-
lationship with their future goals, rather than a per-
sonal interest in the subject. 
The concept of cost includes comparisons among 
possible consequences of decisions. Cost refers to what 
individuals must give up to engage in a task. Factors 
comprised in cost are effort required to succeed, costs 
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of failure to choose other valuable options, psycholog-
ical cost resulting from failure, perception of difficul-
ty, and so on (Eccles, 1987; Eccles et al., 1983; Eccles & 
Wigfield, 1995; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992, 2000).  
Task Value, Enjoyment, Achievement 
Goals and Attention
While task value is considered as the incentive to en-
gage in academic activities (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), 
consequences thereof can be expected from different 
expressions of student engagement in class (Fred-
ricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). 
Several studies suggest a relationship between task 
value and enjoyment. Task value is a quality of the task 
that contributes to the increasing or decreasing like-
lihood that an individual engages in it (Eccles, 1987; 
Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992), and enjoy-
ment is an emotion that arises during achievement ac-
tivities or tasks (Pekrun, 2006). Pekrun (2006) states 
that if an activity is perceived as positively valued en-
joyment is instigated. That is, if a student perceives that 
a task is important or interesting, he will feel enjoyment 
during it. The results of some studies (Pekrun, Goetz, 
Frenzel, Barchfeld, & Perry, 2011; Sánchez-Rosas et al., 
2016b) show that task value correlates positively with 
enjoyment in class.  
On the other hand, task value is also related to 
achievement goals. Achievement goals are cognitive 
representations of objectives or results which peo-
ple seek to approach or avoid in achievement con-
texts (Elliot & Fryer, 2008). Wigfield (1994) and 
Miller and Brickman (2004) state that value apprais-
als about an academic task have implications on stu-
dents’ achievement goals, which is in line with Elliot’s 
assumptions (1999) on motivation and achievement 
goals. Following these assumptions, Liem, Lau and 
Nie (2008) verified that there is a direct effect of task 
value on mastery goals, when they are measured as 
approach mastery goals.  
Finally, research conducted by Pekrun, Goetz, 
Daniels, Stupinsky and Perry (2010) states that task 
value is positively related to a person’s attentional lev-
el. Thus, if a task is perceived as important, useful, in-
teresting or having some benefit, such task is likely to 
activate and focus attention on itself (Sánchez-Rosas 
& Esquivel, 2016; Sánchez-Rosas, Takaya, & Molinari, 
2016a). For example, the more math exercises are per-
ceived as useful because they can be used to pass an 
exam, the more the students will pay attention to them.
Task Value Measurement
As mentioned, interventions on task value often use 
questionnaires that are drafted for the research in 
question (Harackiewicz et al., 2012; Hulleman et al., 
2010; Hulleman & Harackiewicz, 2009; Lee Johnson 
& Sinatra, 2013). For example, the study of Harack-
iewicz et al. (2012) aimed to assess an intervention 
designed to help parents to convey the importance 
of math and science courses for school-age children, 
which resulted in children taking more math and 
science courses in high school. In this research, a 
four-item questionnaire for mothers was composed 
and administered, which inquired about perceptions 
of the utility value of mathematics and science in 
their children’s life. Answers were on a scale ranging 
from 1 (not useful) to 5 (very useful). Similarly, two 
items assessed, from the adolescents’ perspective, the 
importance value that parents attributed to mathe-
matics and science for the adolescents’ life. Finally, 
the adolescents’ perception about the value of math 
and science for their futures was measured with four 
items focusing on the current and future value of 
mathematics and science for themselves.
When items written for the current investiga-
tion have not been used, task value has generally been 
measured with global instruments that assess learn-
ing strategies and motivation. Within scales mea-
suring different motivational constructs, a subscale 
assessing task value is typically included (for example, 
Gargallo, Suárez-Rodríguez, & Pérez-Pérez, 2009). 
Among these instruments, the most widely used is 
the Motivated Strategies for Learning Question-
naire (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991), 
which has numerous adaptations in other languages, 
such as Spanish (Burgos Castillo & Sánchez Abarca, 
2012; Donolo, Chiecher, Paoloni, & Rinaudo, 2008; 
Ramírez Dorantes, Canto y Rodríguez, Bueno Alva-
rez, & Echazarreta Moreno, 2013; Roces, Tourón, & 
González, 1995), Turkish (Karadeniz, Büyüköztürk, 
Akgün, Çakmak, & Demirel, 2008) and Iranian (Na-
siriyan, Azar, Noruzy, & Dalvand, 2011). Although 
a recent meta-analysis (Credé & Phillips, 2011) pro-
vides empirical evidence about the theoretical struc-
ture of mslq, its task value scale assesses perceptions 
of interest (e.g., I am very interested in the content of 
this course), importance (e.g., It is important for me to 
learn the course material) and utility (e.g., I think I’ll 
be able to use what I learn in this course in other cours-
es) as one single dimension. Every aspect of task value 
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is evaluated by two items, totaling six items that are 
averaged to calculate an overall score of task value.
Eccles and colleagues (Eccles & Wigfield, 1995; 
Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, & Blumenfeld, 1993; Eccles 
et al., 1983; Wigfield et al., 1997) developed and val-
idated instruments to specifically measure the com-
ponents of interest, importance and utility comprised 
in the task value construct as defined in their mod-
el. The instruments are domain specific and assess, 
for example, how children value different academic 
courses and extracurricular activities such as sports. 
Each scale has three items, and the full set of items is 
found in Eccles et al. (1993) and Wigfield et al. (1997). 
Also, Eccles et al. (1983) measured the perceived cost 
of math and language for students, with items that 
asked how much time these activities took off the 
spare time they could spend in other activities (Wig-
field & Cambria, 2010). Recently, Kosovich, Hulle-
man, Barron and Getty (2014) validated a scale of 
expectancy-value-cost that evaluates a new concep-
tualization (Barron & Hulleman, 2015) on the expec-
tancy-value models of motivation. The value factor 
consists of three items assessing importance, interest 
and utility, while cost is assessed by four items. Thus, 
the three classic components (importance, interest, 
utility) are merged into one factor, which in turn is 
separated from the cost factor. 
There are other instruments that measure spe-
cific interest in a subject (Marsh, Köller, Trautwein, 
Lüdtke, & Baumert, 2005), the importance of differ-
ent domains (Harter, 1986) or perceptions regarding 
utility and interest of classes in college students (Hul-
leman, Durik, Schweigert, & Harackiewicz, 2008).
McCoach and Siegle (2002) designed an instru-
ment including twenty-two items, called Class Value 
Assessment, to measure three aspects of task value ba-
sed on the theoretical model of task value by Eccles and 
Wigfield. Specifically, it evaluates importance, interest 
and utility in two versions: mathematics and langua-
ge arts. The instrument has good properties of internal 
validity and reliability as measured by exploratory fac-
tor analysis, and internal consistency.   
 As shown, task value measurement has been 
carried out in a one-dimensional fashion integrating 
some aspects of the construct in a single scale, or de-
veloping items and scales assessing a partial set of 
components. This type of measurement involves the-
oretical and applied limitations, as it does not allow 
to distinguish among components, differentiate the 
type of relationship they have with other constructs, 
or discriminate the effects of interventions focusing 
on some of its components.  
An exception to this is the work of Lou et al. 
(2012), who constructed and validated a scale for 
measuring task value in Taiwanese college students 
(the Achievement Task Value Scale for University 
Students). It is worth stressing that the scale was de-
veloped on the basis of the expectancy-value theory 
proposed by Eccles and Wigfield (2002) and Wigfield 
and Eccles (1992).
The Achievement Task Value Scale for 
University Students
Lou et al. (2012) built and validated the Achieve-
ment Task Value Scale to measure task value for 
Taiwanese college students. The instrument consists 
of thirty-eight items measuring four components 
of task value: importance (ten items), interest (nine 
items), utility (ten items) and cost (nine items). The 
importance scale evaluates perceptions about the re-
lationship between task and identity (e.g., Academic 
learning has effects on college students’ future). The 
interest scale assesses enjoyment related to success in 
a task (e.g., University classes are much more interest-
ing and diverse than classes in high school). The utility 
scale assesses congruence among tasks, career goals, 
and potential future benefits (e.g., Academic knowl-
edge gained in university can be used when I graduate 
and enter the labor market). The cost scale evaluates 
the perceived costs of engaging in a task with a suc-
cessful outcome (e.g., If you want to be successful in 
university, you have to spend time and energy).   
In order to assess internal validity of the Academ-
ic Task Value Scale, Lou et al. (2012) conducted two 
confirmatory factor analyses (maximum likelihood 
method) with an estimation sample and a validation 
sample, specifying a model of four related factors. Both 
the estimation sample (cfi = .98, rmsea = 0.064, srmr 
= 0.055) and the validation sample (cfi = .98, rmsea = 
0.057, srmr = 0.049) showed a good model fit. Further-
more, in both samples high factor loadings (.54 to .85) 
and good composite reliability levels (.87 to .93) were 
obtained. Finally, all four components showed high or 
very high correlations with each other in both the es-
timation sample (.68 to .88) and the validation sam-
ple (.79 to .90).
This paper analyzes the psychometric proper-
ties of the Achievement Task Value Scale for Univer-
sity Students in a sample of Argentinian students. 
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Specifically, evidence of internal, convergent, and cri-
terion validity, and internal consistency are provided. 
Method
Participants
A convenience sample of five hundred sixty-three Argen-
tinian undergraduates (81% female, 19% male; m = 25.02 
years, sd = 6.66; grade point average m = 6.41, sd = 1.49) 
from a large national university participated, belonging 
to thirteen different departments, with a predominance 
of Psychology students (55%). These students attended 
their university programs from first to fifth year.
Instruments
The Achievement Task Value Scale (Lou et al., 2012) 
that evaluates importance (e.g., Academic performance 
will influence the future of a university student, α = .88), 
interest (e.g., Participating in class makes subjects more 
interesting, α = .87), utility (e.g., Subjects are useful be-
cause they can improve our knowledge and professional 
skills, α = .91) and cost (e.g., In order to obtain the bene-
fits of learning, we need to make an effort , α = .92) com-
ponents was used. Students expressed their degree of 
agreement with each item by using a Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 to 7 (0% to 100% agreement). 
Task value. The one-dimensional task value scale 
by Pintrich et al. (1993) was used, to evaluate perceived 
interest, importance and utility regarding learning 
materials and contents, and consists of six items (e.g., 
I think what I learn in this course will be useful in oth-
ers, original α = .90). The items are answered using a 
Likert scale, expressing the degree of agreement, from 
(1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree. This scale 
demonstrated criterion validity regarding achieve-
ment emotions in university students from Argenti-
na (Sánchez-Rosas, Piotti, Sánchez, Pereira, & Debat, 
2011). One-dimensionality and internal consistency 
yielded acceptable results in this study (kmo = .84, 49% 
explained variance, and factor loadings > .60, α = .79).
Academic enjoyment. Academic enjoyment, un-
derstood as the enjoyment experienced by attending 
class, studying and taking exams, was also evaluated. 
A modified version of Achievement Emotions Ques-
tionnaire-Argentine (aeq-ar, Sánchez-Rosas, 2015a) 
scales was used, to assess enjoyment of attending 
class, studying and taking exams. The scale consisted 
of eleven items (e.g., I am looking forward to the next 
class). Students expressed how often they experience 
enjoyment, in a Likert scale ranging from (1) Never to 
(5) Always. One-dimensionality and internal consis-
tency yielded acceptable results in this study (kmo = 
.78, 36% explained variance, and factor loadings > .44, 
α = .81).   
Achievement goals. Approach mastery goals 
were evaluated through three items (e.g., My goal is 
to learn as much as possible) with the Argentinean 
Achievement Goal Questionnaire – Revised (Sán-
chez-Rosas, 2015b). The items are answered using 
a Likert scale, expressing the degree of agreement, 
from (1) Strongly disagree, to (5) Strongly agree. 
One-dimensionality and internal consistency yield-
ed acceptable results in this study (kmo = .70, 69% 
explained variance, and factor loadings > .79, α = .78). 
Attention in class. An ad hoc drafted one-di-
mensional scale that evaluates ability of concentra-
tion, irrelevant thoughts, and attention was used to 
measure attention in class. It comprised three items 
(e.g., I can easily concentrate). The items are answered 
based on a Likert scale ranging from (1) Never, to (5) 
Always. It is a one-dimensional scale with acceptable 
internal consistency (kmo = .70, 67% explained vari-
ance, and factor loadings > .77, α = .75).   
Procedure
First, items were translated from Chinese to Spanish by 
a professional translator, so that items had a clear, accu-
rate and simple wording and kept the original mean-
ing of the construct they intend to assess; changes were 
also made to some expressions not commonly used in 
Spanish. The response format was adapted to evalu-
ate the degree of agreement with each item on a scale 
ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (7) Strongly agree. 
A protocol was formulated comprising instruments, 
and questions about gender, age, academic unit, year 
of coursework and grade point average including failed 
marks. The protocol was administered to the sample 
through an online survey system. All participants were 
informed about the study objectives, and anonymity 
and confidential data processing were guaranteed. Stu-
dents voluntarily agreed to participate. 
Data Analysis
Obtained data was loaded to spss and amos, and data 
analyses relevant to the study objectives were con-
ducted using these programs.
Prior to the central analysis, items were ex-
plored in order to find missing values, outliers —both 
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univariate and multivariate—, normal distribution 
and multicollinearity (George & Mallery, 2007). Uni-
variate outliers were identified by calculating z scores 
for each variable (z score > 3.29), and multivariate out-
liers were detected by applying Mahanalobis distance 
(p < .001). To check assumptions of normality of the 
sample, skewness and kurtosis in each item were an-
alyzed. Values of skewness and kurtosis ranging be-
tween +2 and -2 were considered acceptable (George 
& Mallery, 2007). Items’ multicollinearity was esti-
mated using bivariate Pearson correlations, consid-
ering values of r < .90 as appropriate.
In order to analyze internal validity, an explor-
atory and confirmatory strategy was implement-
ed by conducting an exploratory and confirmatory 
factor analysis. This decision was made because, in 
the original studies (Lou et al., 2012), all four com-
ponents had high or very high correlations among 
them. Moreover, correlated measurement errors took 
place. Overall, this could involve an overlap and arti-
fice that could be affecting the reported results.
Therefore, the sample was randomly divided 
into two parts trying to complete the minimum re-
quirements of participants per item, and then estima-
tion and validation samples were obtained. Thus, an 
exploratory factor analysis was performed with the 
estimation sample (n = 342) to assess the structure 
underlying the set of items (Pérez & Medrano, 2014). 
Specifically, the guidelines for factor analysis recom-
mended by Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum and Stra-
han (1999) were followed. Principal axis method for 
factor extraction was used, and because the underly-
ing factors might be interrelated, a method of oblique 
rotation (promax) was used. Multiple criteria were 
used for factor selection: (a) the eigenvalues-great-
er-than-one rule proposed by Kaiser (Kaiser, 1960), 
(b) scree plot (Cattell, 1966), (c) parallel analy-
sis (Horn, 1965), (d) the percentage of variance ex-
plained by the obtained factor structure (cumulative 
variance of the factors extracted together) is at least 
50% of the total variability of response to test (Mer-
enda, 1997), and (e) interpretation of the rotated fac-
tors. Finally, as an additional criterion it was decided 
that those items with item-factor correlations > .40 
were retained.
A confirmatory factor analysis was performed 
with the validation sample (n = 221) to contrast the 
specified theoretical model which was based on re-
sults of the exploratory factor analysis (Arias, 2008). 
Following recommendations of Hoyle and Panter 
(1995), model’s goodness-of-fit was diagnosed with 
multiple criteria. Chi-square/degrees of freedom ra-
tio values (cmin / df), comparative fit index (cfi), 
goodness-of-fit index (gfi), and root mean square 
error of approximation (rmsea) were considered. 
Goodness-of-fit values were interpreted as follows: 
χ2/df ≤  2 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010); cfi 
and gfi > .95, rmsea < .06 was considered a good fit; 
cfi and gfi > .90, rmsea < .08 was acceptable; and 
rmsea from .08 to .10 was mediocre (Byrne, 2009).
Internal consistency was then estimated using 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. An alpha coefficient of 
.70 was interpreted as acceptable, .80 as good and .90 
as excellent (George & Mallery, 2007). An item shall 
only be removed if values of internal consistency are 
improved as a result. 
In order to justify the use of α coefficient, the 
tau-equivalence of items was evaluated using the conge-
neric model as the baseline (Dunn, Baguley, & Brunsden, 
2014). Changes in indexes of fit were evaluated, both the 
cfi (Δcfi > -.01; Cheung, & Rensvold, 2002) and the rm-
sea (Δrmsea < .015; Chen, 2007) report on the relevance 
of considering factor loadings as statistically similar 
within each factor evaluated. That is, it is expected that 
adjustment indices do not differ much between the con-
generic model and the tau-equivalent. In addition to α co-
efficient, their confidence intervals (ci; Domínguez-Lara, 
2016) were calculated using the ICalfa module (Domín-
guez-Lara, & Merino-Soto, 2015). Finally, in all cases, re-
liability of the latent variable was estimated using the ω 
coefficient (McDonald, 1999).
To assess convergent validity, bivariate rela-
tionships between the resulting scales and another 
one-dimensional scale of task value (Sánchez-Rosas 
et al., 2011) were analyzed. For this purpose, correla-
tions among variables were calculated using Pear-
son’s r coefficient. It was expected that scores in the 
one-dimensional task value scale correlated at least 
moderately and positively with scores in the resultant 
task value scales.
As task value is related to other constructs that help 
to explain the reasons why individuals prioritize or not 
certain academic activities (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), 
consequences are expected on student engagement in 
class (Fredricks et al., 2004). To provide evidence of cri-
terion validity, relations between the resultant task value 
scales and enjoyment, approach mastery goals and at-
tention were explored. To this end, correlations among 
variables were calculated using Pearson’s r coefficient. 
As evidenced by some studies, enjoyment (Pekrun et 
al., 2011; Sánchez-Rosas et al., 2016b), approach mastery 
goals (Liem et al., 2008) and attention (Pekrun et al., 
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2010; Sánchez-Rosas & Esquivel, 2016; Sánchez-Rosas 
et al., 2016a) were expected to correlate positively with 
resultant task value scales.
Results
No missing values, univariate or multivariate outliers, 
nor multicollinearity were detected. Skewness and 
kurtosis values (< 2) were adequate (George & Mallery, 
2007), showing normal distribution of the items. 
An initial examination of items’ correlations was 
performed, and it was found that some items did not 
correlate with the items on its own scale. For example, 
items 1 (Academic performance will influence the fu-
ture of a university student) and 4 (Subject activities are 
a student’s duty and obligation) do not reflect the im-
portance of subjects, classroom activities, and learn-
ing to improve students’ knowledge level. Instead, they 
refer to the final outcome of activities (academic per-
formance) and a quality assigned to tasks, without ref-
erence to the benefit of the knowledge level. Items 13 (I 
find subjects useful for the future), 14 (University class-
es are much more interesting and diverse than classes in 
high school) and 20 (I like to learn new things in class) 
do not entirely reflect the interest or pleasure related to 
subjects, classroom activities, and learning. They even 
combine interest and utility and compare features of 
lessons in two different educational levels. 
In addition, it was noted that items 8 (The gpa 
obtained in my undergraduate program will affect my 
job search) and 9 (When looking for a job, a good gpa 
will improve my chances in relation to other people) 
had very high correlations with another items, show-
ing an unnecessary overlap in the items’ content. 
Because it is an assumption of exploratory fac-
tor analysis that items are related and show no mul-
ticollinearity, these seven items were removed and 
internal structure was analyzed with the thirty-one 
remaining items.  
Validity Based on Internal Structure 
and Reliability
Exploratory factor analysis and internal consisten-
cy. Based on multiple criteria suggested for data anal-
ysis, three factors (kmo = .91) that accounted for 46% 
of the variance were extracted. However, five items (5 
- To commit myself to subject activities, makes me re-
sponsible for the career I chose; 12 - A positive attitude 
toward learning can enhance interest in learning; 18 
- I like teachers who teach in a dynamic and interest-
ing way: 30 - Studying before and after school can be 
useful for you to learn skills that you would not have 
otherwise acquired; 40 - What is taught in universi-
ty is very diverse and, though now I do not know its 
application, it might be useful in the future) showed 
item-factor correlations < .40 and one item (33 - In 
order to learn well, I need to take initiative in classes) 
presented simultaneous correlations with two fac-
tors. These items were removed and a new explorato-
ry factor analysis was performed.
Once more, multiple criteria were contemplated 
for data analysis and the extraction of three rotated fac-
tors was specified. This final factor solution (kmo = .92) 
comprised three interrelated factors that accounted for 
51% of the variance. All items showed item-factor cor-
relations > .40. Factor 1 ended up being composed of 
fourteen items which originally belonged to the impor-
tance and utility scales. A content analysis of the trans-
lated items, which originally belonged to the importance 
scale and now comprise factor 1 along with other items 
from utility scale, quite clearly reflected typical aspects 
of utility value. As a consequence, factor 1 was called 
Utility. Factor 2 was composed of seven items related to 
cost and was called Cost. Finally, factor 3 was composed 
of four items related to interest and was called Interest. 
Factor correlation matrix showed that utility correlat-
ed positively with cost (r = .55) and interest (r = .23); 
while cost correlated positively with interest (r = .18). 
Due to the low magnitude of some of these correlations 
among components, the correlations of the three scales 
were also explored by computing the observed scores 
of each item. In this case, correlation values  were found 
to be slightly higher. Specifically, utility correlated posi-
tively with cost (r = .55) and interest (r = .24); while cost 
correlated positively with interest (r = .25). Although in 
both estimates the correlations obtained were low in 
some cases, the results evidenced by the factorial struc-
ture are positively considered (variance percentage, fac-
tor loadings). This factorial structure is tested later with 
the validation sample. 
In this sample, the utility and cost scales showed 
acceptable levels of internal consistency assessed by 
the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, although the inter-
est scale showed a marginally acceptable value. Table 
1 shows the results of the exploratory factor analy-
sis with eigenvalues, variance percentage, factor load-
ings and internal consistency.
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Table 1 
Factorial Structure and Internal Consistency with the Estimation Sample  
Utility Cost Interest
it 2. Subjects improve my skills and increase my knowledge .78   
it 3. Classes may improve our professional knowledge .75   
it 6. Finishing university studies will help me acquire a certain level of knowledge .46   
it 7. Classes may help to expand my professional knowledge .83   
it 10. Learning thoroughly what is explained in classes may improve my professional skills and knowledge .59   
it 11. Participating in class makes subjects more interesting   .62
it 15. I like  reflections and debates that take place in the classes    .72
it 16. I like cooperation and interpersonal communication when we carry out group activities   .72
it 17. Everyday life-related topics are interesting   .53
it 21. The more I learn, the better prepared I will be to enter the labor market .48   
it 22. University classes may improve our knowledge .71   
it 23. Subjects are useful because they may improve our professional skills and knowledge .73   
it 24. Professional knowledge acquired at university will be useful for work .75   
it 25. University studies are useful for my professional future .52   
it 26. What I learn at university will be useful when I start specialized studies .66   
it 27. What I learn at university will be useful  when starting my professional life .74   
it 28. Learning modality at university is useful in order to acquire knowledge .68   
it 29. In subjects, besides acquiring professional knowledge, you can also learn useful skills for the future .59   
it 31. In order to have success in activities proposed in the subjects, I need to sacrifice some of my time  .71  
it 32. In order to learn properly, I need to make an effort  .84  
it 34. In order to learn properly, I need to change negative attitudes or bad habits towards studying   .73  
it 35. It is worth studying for subjects I find interesting  .58  
it 36. In order to obtain the benefits of learning, we need to make an effort  .83  
it 37. It is worth spending time studying and obtaining good grades in exams  .62  
it 39. It is worth making an effort in order to study properly, because it will be useful in the future  .58  
Eigenvalue 8.47 2.33 1.86
% of variance explained by each factor  33.89 9.33 7.44
Cronbach’s α .91 .84 .65
Note. N = 342. The values represent factor loadings. (Numbers indicate ordered items in protocols).
Confirmatory factor analysis and 
internal consistency 
A confirmatory factor analysis was performed in 
order to examine the three-factor model obtained 
by exploratory factor analysis. As in this case, the 
presence of a large number of items per scale of-
ten leads to difficulties in obtaining good model fit 
(Nasser & Takahashi, 2003). The use of item parcels 
in Structural Equation Modeling (sem) has become 
quite common in recent years (Bandalos, 2002; Lit-
tle, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002; Little, 
Rhemtulla, Gibson, & Schoemann, 2013). Parceling 
involves summing or averaging item scores from 
two or more items and using these parcel scores in 
place of the item scores in a sem analysis (Bandalos, 
2002; Little et al., 2002). In this way, the plots reduce 
complexity and number of parameters to estimate, 
adding or averaging groups of items that are concep-
tually similar and belong to a single dimension (Little 
et al., 2002). In this research, items with asymmetry 
of opposite signs have been parceled, which makes 
variance distribution of analyzed elements more uni-
form (Little et al., 2002; 2013). We parceled items of 
utility (four parcels) and cost (four parcels) scales, 
and used the items of the interest scale unchanged. 
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Thus, a three-related-factor model was evaluated, 
in which each factor explained the behavior of their 
specified four elements.
The model showed good fit to the data [(51, n = 
221) = 99.75, p = .001, χ2/df = 1.96, cfi = .96, gfi = .93, 
rmsea = 0.066] with high factor loadings (p ≤ .001). 
Figure 1. Three-related-factor model for the Achievement Task Val-
ue Scale. Estimates are standardized. Error variables are not repre-
sented in order to simplify presentation.
When considering the three factors analyzed, 
only the interest factor does not meet the assumption 
of tau-equivalence, so it would be advisable to con-
sider the ω coefficient. In this sample, utility, interest, 
and cost scales showed excellent, good and acceptable 
levels of internal consistency, respectively.
Validity Based on Relations with Other 
Variables
Test-criterion relationships and 
convergent evidence 
To obtain additional evidence of validity, the indi-
vidual scores of the items that comprise each scale 
were added together and bivariate correlations were 
calculated. Table 3 shows bivariate correlations 
Table 2
Tau-Equivalence of Items and Scale Reliability
cfi rmsea (ci 95%) α ci 95% α ω
Utility Congeneric .865 .091 (.077 - .105) .910 .884 - .930 .912
Tau-equivalence .840 .092 (.079 - .105)
Δ -.025 .001
Interest Congeneric 1.000 .000 (.000 - .079) .611 .521 - .688 .627
Tau-equivalence .899 .079 (.017 - .137)
Δ .101 .079
Cost Congeneric .864 .107 (.076 - .140) .811 .760 - .852 .815
Tau-equivalence .866 .089 (.061 - .117)
Δ .002 -.018
Note. N = 221. α = alpha coefficient, ci = confidence intervals, ω = omega coefficient.
Table 3 
Convergent and Criterion Validity among Task Value, Enjoyment, Achievement Goals and Attention 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Utility -      
2. Interest .43** -     
3. Cost .55** .36** -    
4. Value (p’s.) .54** .39** .41** -   
5. Enjoyment .43** .37** .23** .48** -  
6. Mastery approach .35** .26** .41** .55** .46** -
7. Attention .24** .11* .14* .34** .43** .33** -
8. gpa .07 .07 .09 .11 .14* .01 .19* -
Note. n = 221, * p < .05, ** p < .01, value (p’s.) = value (Pintrich’s scale), gpa = Grade Point Average. 
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between the three task-value scales and task value, 
enjoyment, mastery approach goals, attention, and 
grade point average (Table 3). Moderate correlations 
between task value scales and enjoyment and mas-
tery approach goals provide favorable evidence of 
convergent validity and test criteria. However, the re-
lationship between the three scales of task value and 
attention was low; on the other hand, the task value 
scale of Pintrich et al. (1993) was moderately involved 
with attention. Finally, only enjoyment and attention 
correlated lowly with grade point average.
Discussion
The work initiated by Jacqueline Eccles and her col-
leagues on the expectancy-value model of motivation 
has provided researchers in Educational Psychology 
with a framework to understand students’ choices in 
educational contexts (Eccles et al., 1983).
Students’ engagement in academic activities re-
quires important reasons for involvement, besides 
positive expectancies of success. In fact, Trautwein 
and colleagues (2012; Nagengast et al., 2011) found 
empirical evidence that interaction between expec-
tancy and value has an effect on engagement in sci-
ence activities, intentions to choose careers in science, 
and academic performance. These findings suggest 
that students with high expectancy and high value 
perform better than those with high levels only in one 
of these aspects, or low levels in both of them (Hul-
leman, Barron, Kosovich, & Lazowski, 2016). Among 
these important reasons to get involved, task value 
allows answering the question: Why does a student 
want to engage in an achievement task? (Wigfield & 
Cambria, 2010). 
Task value is a multidimensional construct (Ec-
cles et al., 1983) of proven relevance to achievement 
motivation literature due to its influence on learn-
ing processes and outcomes (Wigfield & Cambria, 
2010), as well as for its individual and contextual 
multi-determination (Eccles, 2005). It is precisely this 
multi-determination which allows evaluating inter-
ventions and programs that promote motivation, and 
particularly task value (for a meta-analytic review, 
see Lazowski & Hulleman, 2015), transcending cor-
relation research. It is important to remark that such 
intervention studies, in manipulating variables and 
investigating their causal effects, allow making rec-
ommendations for educational practice based on ap-
propriate scientific evidence (Hulleman et al., 2016).
A limitation on intervention studies, and also on 
correlation studies, at least in our literature review, is 
that there is a lack of instruments allowing measuring 
the four components of task value in a discriminat-
ed and simultaneous way. However, the Achievement 
Task Value Scale (Lou et al., 2012) would be the ex-
ception, as it evaluates the importance, utility, inter-
est, and cost components of task value.
This study aimed to evaluate the psychometric 
properties of this instrument in a sample of Argentine 
university students. An exploratory and confirmatory 
strategy was used to support validity evidence based 
on the internal structure. In order to support valid-
ity evidence based on relations with other variables, 
test-criterion relationships and convergent evidence 
were analyzed. Scales’ convergence was assessed by 
matching them with a one-dimensional task value 
scale (Pintrich et al., 1993). Evidence of scales’ crite-
rion validity was provided testing their relations with 
enjoyment, achievement goals and attention. Finally, 
internal consistency was estimated using Cronbach’s 
alpha and omega coefficients. Results support the as-
sertion that this version of the instrument allows to 
assess, in a reliable and valid way, the utility, interest, 
and cost components of task value.
Validity Based on Internal Structure 
and Reliability
Exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis 
Although the original version assessed a four related 
factor model with good fitting values, Lou et al. (2012) 
reported that there were many correlated measurement 
errors, and even the correlation among latent factors 
was very high. As this could have been the reason for 
getting successful results, the exploratory strategy used 
here intended to test how items freely related.
Indeed, preliminary exploration of items showed 
that the importance scale, which was more homoge-
neous informing on the importance activities have to 
improve the knowledge level, presented problems re-
lated to the items’ content. Addressing both the final 
outcome of activities and some qualities assigned to 
tasks, and presenting content-redundancy were ex-
amples of those problems. Something similar hap-
pened with the interest scale. 
After meeting the basic assumptions of explor-
atory factor analysis and considering the criteria for 
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factor extraction, we have reached a three related fac-
tor structure, with satisfactory factor loadings, which 
accounted for a large proportion of variance. Items 
that were not adequately explained by the factors were 
not retained. Probably the extensive wording of some 
items may have affected the students’ response. Lack 
of clarity and structure of some items could have also 
affected the response. Problems concerning clarity, 
extension, or understanding should be addressed in 
subsequent studies that seek to determine, for example 
through personal interviews, the cognitive processes 
concerning item response. Despite these problems, the 
obtained solution was clear and partially satisfactory, 
as identified factors allow measuring the utility, inter-
est, and cost components of task value. The main rea-
son for failing to identify the importance factor could 
be that, at least in our adaptation, its items failed to 
properly reflect the task’s importance for self-identity. 
Indeed, it is clear that those items relate to the long- or 
short-term benefits of activities, which is typical of the 
utility component of task value.
Only after identifying the internal structure us-
ing exploratory factor analysis, the factor solution ob-
tained was tested. A confirmatory factor analysis was 
performed in order to determine whether a theoreti-
cal three-related-factor model adequately fit the data. 
Additionally, since the large number of items in the 
utility and cost factors could affect model’s fit (Nass-
er & Takahashi, 2003), a method for parceling items 
was followed (Little et al., 2002; 2013). The model 
showed a good fit to the data with high factor load-
ings and consequently an instrument is available in 
which each factor explains the behavior of each of its 
four items. Correlations of interest with cost and util-
ity were slightly higher than in the estimation sam-
ple, and this could be due to parceling of items. In 
this research, items with asymmetry of opposite signs 
have been parceled, which makes variance distribu-
tion of analyzed elements more uniform (Little et al., 
2002; 2013). 
Internal consistency 
Moreover, in the estimation sample as well as the vali-
dation sample, measurement performed with the three 
scales showed good levels of internal consistency, and 
all items contributed to obtaining higher values of mea-
surement homogeneity. It is noteworthy that internal 
consistency was estimated by computing the individual 
items, and not the parcels. Thus, the number of items 
in utility and cost scales could contribute to their high 
reported values. By contrast, the small number of items 
in the interest scale would contribute to hardly accept-
able internal consistency values. This psychometric as-
pect of scales requires consideration in future research, 
for example, the disproportion of items per scale, the 
limited practicality in implementing large scales, as 
well as the need to improve homogeneity of the interest 
scale.
Validity Based on Relations with Other 
Variables
Test-criterion relationships and 
convergent evidence 
Correlations obtained between each of the scales and 
the additional variables explored provided evidence 
of criterion and convergent validity. As it might be 
expected, the highest correlation values are among 
utility, interest and costs; and the one-dimensional 
task value scale (Pintrich et al., 1993), demonstrat-
ing convergent validity. Moreover, the hypothesized 
positive correlations between the three task value 
scales and enjoyment, approach mastery goals and 
attention were effectively found. So when students 
perceive tasks as useful to improving their knowl-
edge, when they perceive them as interesting or en-
joyable, even if they make a positive evaluation of the 
sacrifice required by the tasks, enjoyment increases, 
as well as adoption of approach mastery goals and 
focusing of attention. These results are in line with 
those of other studies that explored the relationship 
between task value and enjoyment (Pekrun et al., 
2011; Sánchez-Rosas et al., 2016b), approach mastery 
goals (Liem et al., 2008) and attention (Pekrun et al., 
2010; Sánchez-Rosas et al., 2016a). It should be noted 
that the magnitude of attention relationships with 
the three task value scales was low, and that these 
three scales did not demonstrate correlations with 
academic performance.
Conclusions, Limitations and Further 
Studies
Overall, the results of this research should be inter-
preted with caution and further studies should be 
performed. This work makes an important contri-
bution to the emerging research on task value with 
university students in Argentina. At present, there is 
a wide range of instruments that psychologists and 
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educational professionals use to measure different 
constructs. However, we must contribute to the ed-
ucational research area that could sometimes fail 
to capture the motivation of students and their as-
sessments about the various tasks that are offered to 
them. It is worth mentioning that the implementation 
of this research involved the challenge of adapting an 
instrument on the basis of a language quite different 
from Spanish, with more than enough obstacles to 
overcome; and an additional effort of rigor and ded-
ication. Added to this, it is customary to treat mo-
tivation from a Western perspective. Consequently, 
openness to a different culture was necessary, forcing 
the search for common factors and ideas that tran-
scend one culture or another. Given the structur-
al difference found, it would be necessary to invest 
further efforts in testing an instrument that validly 
captures the four constructs of task value in popu-
lations from different countries and cultures. To do 
this, multi-group factor analysis could be used, es-
tablishing whether there is multi-factorial invariance 
among groups from different countries and cultures 
(Sass, 2011).  
An important limitation of this study is relat-
ed to the sample and sampling method, since there 
is a very high presence of women and the partic-
ipants were included through a non-probabilistic 
sampling. This restricts the possibility of generaliz-
ing the results, so it should be a matter of balancing 
the presence of women and men and ensuring ran-
dom sampling methods.
As mentioned, problems concerning clarity, ex-
tension, or understanding of some items may have 
affected the students’ response. In addition, in order 
to measure the importance construct, items failed to 
properly reflect the task’s importance for self-identi-
ty. So, issues related to evidence based on test content 
or evidence based on response processes should be 
considered, for example, through experts’ judgment, 
interviews to students, and other methods to support 
validity evidence. 
On the other hand, the use of parcels is not free 
of controversies and different stances for and against 
have been reported in the literature (see Little et al., 
2002; 2013). New studies of internal validity could 
be carried out on the basis of items that capture all 
four components of task value, exploring the inter-
relationships of items, and using confirmatory factor 
analysis to test a theoretical model assessing four la-
tent factors without parcels.  
Although correlations between scales and oth-
er criteria were theoretically consistent, low or no 
relations with attention and academic performance 
must be addressed again. These two variables are of-
ten considered learning outcomes that are mediated 
by other psychological processes, such as emotions. 
Probably, the components of task value influence en-
joyment, and then it influences attention and perfor-
mance. The bivariate relationships found would be 
indicating this probable relationship, although more 
robust statistical analysis should be used. For ex-
ample, structural equation models could be used to 
test theoretical predictions, regarding task value as 
a causal variable. Thus, the a priori nature of predic-
tions would allow stronger inferences (Curran, West, 
& Finch, 1996).  
Beyond these issues, the resultant task value 
scales have psychometric properties of validity and 
reliability for measuring the utility, interest, and cost 
components. These scales can be used in explanato-
ry studies in order to analyze simultaneous relations 
of task value with other constructs. They can also be 
used in studies on motivational intervention seeking 
to develop task value or any of the components eval-
uated by these scales.  
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